Across three studies, individual differences in the degree to which (a) participants enjoyed autobiographical storytelling with their romantic partners (storytelling enjoyment [SE]) and (b) thought about these relationships in narrative terms (narrative mindset [NM]) were examined in relation to psychological functioning and romantic relationship narratives. Drawing data from over 1,650 participants, relationship satisfaction, certain positive personality traits, and a dimension of secure attachment corresponded with both SE and NM. SE and NM also related to features of participants' relationship narratives. Storytelling and applying a NM to one's love life may carry implications for functioning within the romantic domain.
| INTRODUCTION
Over the last 30 years, psychological science has witnessed a seismic shift in the emphasis placed on stories and storytelling (e.g., Dunlop, 2015 Dunlop, , 2017 McAdams, 1995; Sarbin, 1986) . This "narrative turn" is evident in most, if not all, corners of psychology, including the close relationships literature (e.g., Buehlman, Gottman, & Katz, 1992; Dunlop, Hanley, & McCoy, 2017; Frost, 2013; Sternberg, 1994 Sternberg, , 1995 . Indeed, in this substantive area, it has been proposed that love itself is a story (Sternberg, 1994 (Sternberg, , 1995 . The current research takes the metaphor of "love as story" and distills it down to its more empirically tractable core. This was done by examining the degree to which one views (a) storytelling within romantic relationships as enjoyable, and (b) his or her current romantic relationship in narrative terms, in relation to romantic domain adjustment, individuals' broader personalities, and the nature of their relationship-specific memories and autobiographical narratives.
| Psychology's narrative turn
In the 1980s and 1990s, a diverse array of scholars argued on behalf of narrative and storytelling (e.g., Bruner, 1990; Cohler, 1982; McAdams, 1985 McAdams, , 1995 Sarbin, 1986) . For example, Sarbin (1986) proclaimed "that human beings think, perceive, imagine, and make moral choice according to narrative structures" (p. 8). Theorists sympathetic to all things narrative helped to move narrative and narrative analysis into the mainstream. Their efforts have been palpable along at least two empirical tracts: (a) the in-depth analysis of storytelling and the disclosure of autobiographical experiences in naturalistic settings (e.g., Fivush, Haden, & Reese, 2006; Mehl, 2017; Nelson, 1989) , and (b) the analysis of participants' life stories via a consideration of autobiographical narratives generated within research settings (e.g., semistructured interviews and online assessments; Adler et al., 2017; McCoy & Dunlop, 2016) .
| Storytelling in naturalistic settings
One of the offshoots of the impetus to more thoroughly consider narrative and narrative processes manifests in the literature examining storytelling within naturalistic settings. The study of storytelling has itself drawn from a wide array of theoretical vantages to help situate the empirical findings therein (e.g., Bamberg, 2004; Fivush et al., 2006) . Irrespective of the theoretical vantage adopted, one implication emerging from this literature is that the disclosure of autobiographical narratives pervades many facets of social life (e.g., Miller, Cho, & Bracey, 2005) .
Faced with the sheer volume of autobiographical stories emerging in naturalistic settings, one may reasonably wonder why such storytelling behaviors are as common as they appear to be. In their review on the topic, Bluck, Alea, Habermas, and Rubin (2005) suggested that we often share stories to develop, maintain, and nurture social bonds. Disclosing personal stories may also help win the favor of the listener (Maruna, 2001) , in part by increasing this listener's empathy for, and sense of closeness to, the narrator (Cohen, 1998) . Once more, the self-disclosure inherent in the production of autobiographical experiences helps to enhance interpersonal intimacy and cohesion (e.g., Reis & Shaver, 1988) . It follows that engaging in storytelling with one's family and peers is largely adaptive (perhaps even evolutionarily so; see Neisser, 1988) . Applied to the context of romantic relationships, the beneficial nature of autobiographical self-disclosure is suggestive of the possibility that those who enjoy sharing stories with their romantic partners may demonstrate greater functioning within the romantic domain (e.g., higher levels of relationship satisfaction).
| Narrative and self-construction
Distinct from research examining the prevalence and implications of storytelling in naturalistic settings, there exists a second line of inquiry targeting aspects of individuals' life stories, or narrative identities. In this area of research, participants are typically prompted for a series of self-definitional memories and/or key scenes (e.g., life's high points, low points, and turning points; for a review, see Adler et al., 2017; McCoy & Dunlop, 2016) . The resulting narrative material is then quantified in terms of certain conceptual themes. For example, individuals have been found to differ in the propensity to construct redemptive narratives, which are stories that begin negatively and end positively. Those who frame the major events of their lives using redemptive imagery typically also exhibit higher levels of well-being, health, and prosocial behavior when compared to less redemptive individuals (Dunlop & Tracy, 2013; Walker & Frimer, 2007) .
Just as is it reasonable to ask why we engage in storytelling so frequently in naturalistic settings, so too is it reasonable to pose the question as to why individuals engage in the act of constructing a narrative about themselves and their evolving lives. As McAdams (2013) and others (Dunlop, 2015 (Dunlop, , 2017 have argued, narrative processing is uniquely qualified to help individuals build and maintain a sense of self-continuity across contexts and through time. The absence of self-continuity is detrimental to well-being and health (e.g., Chandler, Lalonde, Sokol, & Hallett, 2003) . Applied to the context of romantic relationships, it may be the case that individuals who tend to view these relationships in narrative terms enjoy a heightened degree of functioning within this domain, relative to those who are less likely to view their experiences from within this domain via a narrative lens.
| Love as story and storytelling: theory and research
The current article is not the first to consider the relevance narrative and narrative processing may hold for an understanding of romantic relationships. Indeed, within the close relationships literature, several research groups have examined the ways in which couples conarrate stories from their lives (e.g., Buehlman et al., 1992) , whereas others have considered narrative descriptions of the selfdefining events and key scenes from an individual's current romantic relationship (e.g., Frost, 2013) , and others still have expanded the study of romantic autobiographical narratives to entire love lives (Dunlop, Hanley, & McCoy, 2017; Dunlop, Harake, Gray, Hanley, & McCoy, 2018) .
Among other important insights, this body of research has demonstrated that the manner in which individuals construct their experiences within romantic relationships carries implications for how these relationships ultimately unfold. For example, Buehlman et al. (1992) identified a number of linguistic and behavioral signatures evident in the coconstructed relationship stories couples shared that predicted the likelihood that, years later, these couples would remain intact. This body of research has also provided an indication of the types of stories highly functional individuals construct about their romantic domain experiences. For example, Dunlop, Hanley, and McCoy (2017) noted that participants who experienced higher levels of authenticity with their romantic lives tended to craft autobiographical stories from the romantic domain that were emotionally positive and communal in nature. Thus, self-narratives may serve as both a gauge of current functioning as well as a precursor to emergent trajectories over time (Dunlop, Guo, & McAdams, 2016) .
Arguably, however, the most prominent academic work lying at the intersection of narrative psychology and romantic relationships has been authored by Sternberg (e.g., 1994 Sternberg (e.g., , 1995 , who asserted that love itself was a story. Of course, Sternberg did not mean to imply that love was a story in any literal sense. Rather, like Sarbin (1986) , Bruner (1990), and McAdams (1985) before him, he endorsed the notion that we often make meaning of our romantic relationships and broader love lives through the construction of stories. In addition, once such a story is formed, "we do what the author of any good story does: we try to continue it in a consistent way, perceiving new events in terms of old stories" (Sternberg, 1995, p. 543; see also, Giddens, 1991) .
| Storytelling and storying within the romantic domain
Despite the ground covered by the research summarized above, much remains to be done at the nexus of narrative psychology and romantic relationships. To begin, although the ability of storytelling to enhance intimacy among the listener and narrator has long been emphasized (e.g., Cohen, 1998) , researchers have yet to explore individual differences in the degree to which participants enjoy engaging in storytelling with their romantic partners. Second, although many have proposed that life broadly, and love specifically, is a story (e.g., Sternberg, 1995) , as well as that framing life in a storybased manner carries certain psychological and social benefits (e.g., Dunlop et al., 2016; McAdams, 1995) , individual differences have yet to be explored in the degree to which one views his or her current romantic relationship and broader love life in narrative terms. Drawing from the aforementioned theory and research, I propose that these tendencies carry implications for individuals' functioning within the romantic domain and beyond. This, however, begs the following question: How is 'functioning' best defined?
| Functioning with the romantic domain and beyond
One could consider any number of markers of adjustment within the romantic domain, perhaps the most face valid being self-reports of the degree to which respondents are satisfied with their love lives broadly (Neto, 2005) and current relationships specifically (Hendrick, 1988) . Researchers could also operationalize adjustment based on the emotions, cognitions, and behaviors typically experienced within romantic relationships. If such an operationalization was endorsed, adult romantic attachment styles would become paramount (e.g., Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2017) .
1 Decades of research on attachment have demonstrated that these styles exist along two dimensions: anxiety and avoidance Fraley & Shaver, 2000; Gray & Dunlop, 2017) . The former captures the degree to which individuals desire closeness with their romantic partners and fear losing them, whereas the latter captures the degree to which individuals are uncomfortable with intimacy and closeness. When these dimensions, which tend to be moderately positively correlated (e.g., Dunlop, Hanley, & McCoy, 2017; Gray & Dunlop, 2017; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2017) , are inverted, they provide an indication of a secure (relative to insecure) attachment style (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2017; Simpson, Rholes, & Phillips, 1996) . Consistent with this framing, researchers have noted that anxious and avoidant attachment styles typically correspond negatively with romantic domain satisfaction (e.g., Butzer & Campbell, 2008) . Attachment styles have also been associated with certain features of autobiographical narratives (e.g., Dunlop et al., 2018; Dunlop, Hanley, & McCoy, 2017; Graci & Fivush, 2017; Hudson & Fraley, 2018; Zaman & Fivush, 2013) . For example, Graci and Fivush (2017) identified a negative relation between anxious attachment and the propensity to describe seeking adaptive social support within autobiographical narratives pertaining to traumatic experiences. With respect to avoidant attachment, Dunlop, Hanley, and McCoy (2017) noted that those who reported higher levels of this attachment dimension tended to disclose self-definitional stories from their romantic histories that were less emotionally positive than those with lower levels of avoidance.
Just as it is relevant to think of patterns of affect, cognition, and behavior within romantic relationships (i.e., adult romantic attachment styles), so too is it important to consider these patterns of affect, cognition, and behavior across a broader range of social contexts. In their efforts to typify such patterns, personality psychologists have identified five broad "traits" capturing the degree to which someone is extraverted (e.g., adventurous, energetic, gregarious), agreeable (e.g., friendly, trusting, cooperative), conscientious (e.g., competent, motivated, reliable), neurotic (agitated, anxious, unrestrained) , and open to experience (artistic, eclectic, imaginative; see John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008) . As is the case with attachment styles, these traits have been shown to correspond with a number of important constructs, including life satisfaction and longevity (Ozer & Benet-Martínez, 2006) . Although there are certainly exceptions, in general, extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness typically relate positively, whereas neuroticism relates negatively, to indicators of adjustment 1 Throughout this manuscript, I use the term attachment styles to refer to the conscious attitudes, cognitions, and behaviors participants self-report within romantic relationships as distinct from measures of attachment derived from the Adult Attachment Interview (which concern "states of mind" or "representations"; see Borelli et al., 2013) . (Ozer & Benet-Martínez, 2006; Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007) . For this reason, the former may be considered positive, whereas neuroticism may be considered negative in nature.
In a manner paralleling work exploring attachment styles and autobiographical narratives, researchers have examined the ways in which individuals' personality traits correspond with the nature of their self-definitional stories (e.g., Guo, Klevan, & McAdams, 2016; McAdams et al., 2004) . For example, extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness have been found to relate positively with the construction of redemptive autobiographical narratives . Agreeableness and conscientiousness have also been found to correspond with the emotional tone of autobiographical narratives, such that more agreeable and conscientious individuals typically disclose relatively emotionally positive stories (McAdams et al., 2004) . Neuroticism, in contrast, has been found to relate negatively with both the redemptive imagery and emotional tone of participants' stories McAdams et al., 2004) .
As a result of a personality trait's ability to predict a host of important outcomes (Ozer & BenetMartínez, 2006) , when researchers introduce a novel construct, they often seek to establish said construct's predictive ability, simultaneously controlling for relations between traits and the outcome variable(s) of interest (see Adler, Lodi-Smith, Philippe, & Houle, 2016; Paunonen & Jackson, 2000) . Such a test is conducted to ensure that the given construct(s) provide a contribution to the literature over and above what can be inferred based on more commonly considered individual difference variables. For example, Adler et al. (2016) reviewed the incremental validity of conceptual themes derived from self-definitional autobiographical narratives (including redemptive imagery and emotional tone). These authors noted that said conceptual themes often remained significant predictors of psychological adjustment (e.g., life satisfaction, well-being) after controlling for personality traits (see also Dunlop & Tracy, 2013 ).
| The present studies
In the present studies, a measure of romantic relationship-specific storytelling enjoyment (SE) and narrative mindsets (NM) is introduced. Individual differences in the evaluation of storytelling behaviors within romantic relationships and the degree to which one thinks about his or her romantic relationships and broader love life in a story-based manner are then explored in relation to a small number of constructs relevant to an understanding of psychological functioning. The novel narrativebased constructs introduced here are also explored in relation to features of memories and narratives from the romantic domain. Across these studies, I entertain two hypotheses. First, drawing from the aforementioned benefits noted regarding storytelling (e.g., McLean, 2015) and narrative processing (e.g., Chandler et al., 2003) , I anticipate that both SE and a NM within the context of romantic relationships will correspond positively with romantic domain functioning (operationalized in terms of love life satisfaction, relationship satisfaction, and secure attachment) and beyond (operationalized based on positive personality traits). Second, I hypothesize that individual differences in the degree to which respondents enjoy storytelling in romantic relationships and tend to think about these relationships in narrative terms will correspond with features of their memories from said relationships, as well as the ways in which they constructed narratives of these experiences.
In the interest of determining the unique predictive ability of the novel constructs introduced here, when possible (i.e., when personality traits were assessed), the aforementioned relations were considered after accounting, or controlling, for participants' broader personality traits. Although many have written about the importance of stories and storytelling in the romantic domain (e.g., Buehlman et al., 1992; Sternberg, 1994) , the current empirical efforts represent the first to consider differences in the degree to which individuals enjoy storytelling within this domain and the degree to which they think about their love lives in a story-based or narrative manner.
| STUDY 1a
In Study 1a, I sought to validate the internal structure of a novel measure designed to assess storytelling tendencies within one's current romantic relationship, as well as the degree to which individuals think about their current romantic relationships in a story-based manner. To accomplish this aim, the Love As Story and Storytelling (LASS) questionnaire was created. Relations between its constituting factors and love life satisfaction were then explored. It was hypothesized that participants' love life satisfaction would correspond positively with both the degree to which participants (a) enjoyed engaging in storytelling behaviors with their romantic partners and (b) viewed their current romantic relationships in narrative terms. Assuming such relations were statistically significant, the ability of the variables derived from the LASS to simultaneously relate to love life satisfaction would be considered.
| Participants and procedure
The data for Study 1a were drawn from a larger project examining participants' autobiographical experiences within the romantic domain. The current analysis pertains to the 566 participants from this broader sample who indicated that they were currently in romantic relationships (M length = 97 months, SD = 103; range = 1-600). The average age of the resulting sample was 35.52 years (SD = 10.54); 58% self-identified as women, and 78% self-identified as White/Caucasian. Participants, who were provided with a $0.25 honorarium in exchange for their participation, were recruited from Amazon's Mechanical Turk (for discussion of the appropriateness of this survey-based web site, see Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011) . In order to be eligible for this study, participants had to be at least 18 years of age and located in the United States (these inclusion criteria were adopted in all Studies 1-3). This web site was used to recruit participants in all studies reported in this manuscript. Item not retained due to substantial cross loading.
DUNLOP
After providing informed consent, participants were asked to complete a battery of questionnaires. Included in this battery were the eight items constituting the LASS and listed in Table 1 . Participants were prompted to rate each of these items on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). These items were generated by the first author and a small number of psychology graduate students in the interest of capturing the two novel constructs entertained here.
Participants were then asked to complete the Satisfaction with Love Life Scale (SLLS; Neto, 2005) . The SLLS is a modified version of the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) that contains five items, including "In most ways my love life is close to ideal," and "The conditions of my love life are excellent," which are rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale, with greater values indicating more enthusiastic endorsement (α = 0.93).
| Results and discussion
To determine the structure of the LASS, participants' ratings were subjected to a factor analysis using maximum likelihood extraction and varimax rotation (see Dunlop, Hanley, & McCoy, 2017; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) . Items were removed from the resulting factors if cross-loadings ≥0.40 and a difference between primary and secondary loadings ≤0.15. As is evident from the factor loadings reported in Table 1 , two factors, corresponding to the degree to which one enjoys storytelling with his or her romantic partner (factor 1: SE; α = 0.77), and the degree to which one thinks about his or her romantic relationship in narrative terms (factor 2: NM; α = 0.75) were evident in these data.
| Storying in the romantic domain and love life satisfaction
Consistent with the hypotheses, love life satisfaction was positively correlated with both SE (r = 0.57, p < 0.001) and NM (r = 0.53, p < 0.001). Furthermore, when love life satisfaction was regressed onto SE and NM, both remained significantly related to this construct (Adj. R 2 = 0.30, bs = 1.15 and 0.66, SEs = 0.11 and 0.08, βs = 0.40 and 0.31, ts = 10.10 and 7.80, and ps < 0.001, respectively). In Study 1b, these results were built upon and extended by examining SE and NM in relation to a wider array of romantic domain adjustment indicators, as well as participants' personality traits.
| STUDY 1b
In Study 1b, SE and NM were examined in relation to love life satisfaction (in an attempt to replicate the results reported in Study 1a), adult romantic attachment styles, and personality traits. I predicted that adjustment (operationalized as high levels of love life satisfaction, low levels of anxious and avoidant attachment styles, high levels of positive traits, and low levels of neuroticism) would correspond with SE and NM. As was the case in Study 1a, if significant relations were noted between any measures of romantic domain adjustment and both SE and NM, the ability of SE and NM to simultaneously correspond with romantic domain adjustment would be explored. Furthermore, the ability of SE and NM to correspond with the applicable measure of romantic domain adjustment was also determined after controlling for participants' personal traits. These analyses work to further the external validity of SE and NM, as derived from the LASS.
| Participants and procedure
Similar to Study 1a, the data for Study 1b were drawn from a broader study examining autobiographical experiences within the romantic domain (although this study was not the same project summarized in Study 1a). The results reported here are derived from the 158 participants who indicated that they were currently in romantic relationships (M length = 107 months, SD = 101; range = 1-461). The average age of this sample was 35.77 years (SD = 9.67); 60% self-identified as women, and 79% self-identified as White/Caucasian. Participants were provided with a $2.00 honorarium in exchange for their participation. After providing informed consent, participants were asked to complete a battery of questionnaires, including the LASS. Scores of SE and NM were subsequently derived (αs = 0.78 and 0.81, respectively). As was the case in Study 1a, participants also completed the LLS (α = 0.93). In addition, they completed the 36-item version of the Experiences in Close Relationships Scale-Revised (ECR-R; . In this measure, participants are prompted to rate, on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), a series of items designed to measure participants' anxious (e.g., "I am afraid I will lose my partner's love") and avoidant (e.g., "I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down") styles within their romantic relationships. They are instructed to rate themselves as they generally function within these types of relationships, rather than their functioning in their current relationships (αs = 0.94 and 0.72, respectively).
Finally, participants completed the 21-item Big Five Inventory (BFI; John et al., 2008; Human & Bisanz, 2011) . In this measure, individuals are prompted to rate, on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), items that reflect individual differences in extraversion ("I see myself as someone who is full or energy"; α = 0.87), agreeableness ("I see myself as someone who is helpful and unselfish with others"; α = 0.57), conscientiousness ("I see myself as someone who does a thorough job"; α = 0.71), neuroticism ("I see myself as someone who can be tense"; α = 0.81), and openness to experience ("I see myself as someone who is ingenious, a deep thinker"; α = 0.76). 
| Results
Interrelations between study variables are presented in Table 2 . Evident from this table, and consistent with the hypotheses and the results of Study 1a, love life satisfaction related positively with both SE and NM. Also consistent with Study 1a, when love life satisfaction was regressed onto SE and NM, both maintained their significant relations with this measure of adjustment (Adj. R 2 = 0.30, bs = 0.91 and 0.41, SEs = 0.21 and 0.16, βs = 0.38 and 0.22, ts = 4.35 and 2.54, and ps < 0.001 and = 0.01, respectively). Considering participants' attachment styles, avoidance was found to relate negatively to SE and NM. When attachment avoidance was regressed onto SE and NM, only the former maintained its significant relation with this attachment dimension (Adj. R 2 = 0.21, bs = −0.71 and −0.01, SEs = 0.14 and 0.11, βs = −0.48 and −0.01, ts = −5.16 and −0.46, and ps < 0.001 and 0.94, respectively).
| Supplemental analyses
Evident from Table 2 , those who enjoyed engaging in storytelling behaviors within their current romantic relationships tended to be high in agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience, whereas those who thought about their romantic relationships in narrative terms tended to report higher levels of extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience. Thus, in cases where significant relations were noted between SE/NM and traits, SE and NM tended to align with a positive trait profile. In the interest of determining whether the relations observed between SE/NM, avoidant attachment, and love life satisfaction could be accounted for by participants' broader personalities, correlations between these novel constructs and functioning were explored, simultaneously controlling for the predictive ability of traits. This was done by conducting a series of partial correlations in which participants' personality traits were treated as covariates. Results remained comparable under these conditions (rs ≥ |0.21|, ps ≤ 0.01).
| Discussion
In Study 1, the LASS was introduced, which was designed to measure individual differences in the degree to which participants enjoyed storytelling behaviors within their current romantic relationships (SE) and the degree to which participants thought about their current romantic relationships in narrative terms (NM). Across Studies 1a and 1b, love life satisfaction was strongly related to both SE and NM. Furthermore, SE and NM appeared to be largely independent related to this indicator of adjustment.
Second, some progress was made in the effort to understand how storytelling and storying processes in the romantic domain correspond with participants' broader personalities. In particular, in cases where significant relations between SE/NM and traits were observed, they were consistent with predictions (with SE and NM corresponding with a positive trait profile). One of the limitations of Studies 1a and 1b, however, was that the items in LASS were worded in such a way that only those who were currently in romantic relationships could complete this measure (i.e., the LASS posed a number of questions about one's current romantic relationship). In a manner akin to romantic attachment styles, it is likely the case that both SE and NM show consistency across romantic relationships (i.e., they capture an enduring aspect of the respondents in question), as well as some sensitivity to the particulars of one's current relationship (see Fraley, Heffenan, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2011) . In Study 2, I sought to assess a more dispositional version of participants' enjoyment of storytelling within romantic relationships, as well as the degree to which they typically thought about their romantic relationships in narrative terms.
| STUDY 2
In Study 2, the items in the LASS were modified such that they could be completed by individuals, irrespective of their current relationship status. This allowed for assessment of a more dispositional, rather than relationship-specific, version of SE and NM. As was the case with Study 1a, a large sample was used to identify the underlying factor structure of this updated measure. As was the case with Study 1b, individual differences in SE and NM were explored in relation to romantic domain functioning and personality traits. Similar to Study 1, I predicted that romantic domain adjustment (operationalized in terms of love life satisfaction, adaptive attachment styles) would correspond positively with SE and NM. SE and NM were also predicted to correspond with a positive trait profile. In a manner paralleling Study 1b, in cases where both SE and NM corresponded with an indicator of romantic domain adjustment, the ability of these constructs to simultaneously relate to the applicable indicator of functioning was considered, as well as the strength of relations between SE/NM and adjustment when treating participants' traits as covariates.
| Participants and procedure
A total of 856 individuals participated in this study examining their experiences within the romantic domain. The average age of the resulting sample was 36.82 years (SD = 11.40); 56% self-identified as female, 78% self-identified as White/Caucasian, and 78% reported being in a romantic relationship (M length = 100 months, SD = 108; range = 1-588). Participants were provided with a $0.50 honorarium in exchange for their participation.
After providing informed consent, participants were asked to rate the items appearing in Table 3 on the same 5-point scale used in Study 1. Contrary to Study 1, however, participants were prompted to rate these items in reference to how they typically functioned within romantic relationships, rather than their functioning in their current romantic relationships (if they were, in fact, in such relationships). This framing is consistent with other measures of romantic domain functions and processes (e.g., . In the interest of making this request meaningful, two items from the LASS were removed (i.e., "My romantic partner is a good storyteller" and "My romantic partner and I have a great story about our relationship"), and two items were added (i.e., "I tend to share stories from my love life with my friends and family" and "I often think about how the 'story' of my love life will develop in the future"). 2 As was the case with Study 1a, the resulting ratings were subjected to a factor analysis using maximum likelihood extraction and varimax rotation. Items were excluded using the same criteria reported in Study 1a. Evident from the factor loadings reported in Table 3 , two factors were again identified. These factors, which demonstrated sufficient internal reliability (αs = 0.74 and 0.75, respectively), accounted for the majority of variance in participants' responses. After rating these items, participants were asked to complete the LLS (α = 0.95) and the ECR-R (anxiety: α = 0.96; avoidance: α = 0.95). Finally, participants completed an updated version of the BFI, the BFI-2 (Soto & John, 2017) , which contains 60 items and, when compared to the BFI, provides more reliable scores of extraversion (α = 0.86), agreeableness (α = 0.85), conscientiousness 2 An additional item was included in our assessment although excluded from all analyses based on the cross loading it demonstrated in Study 1 (viz. "My romantic partner and I often tell stories to each other.").
(α = 0.90), negative emotion (closely related to the construct neuroticism; α = 0.92), and openness to experience (α = 0.87).
| Results
Interrelations between study variables are presented in Table 4 . Consistent with the results of Study 1, love life satisfaction corresponded positively, and attachment avoidance corresponded negatively, with both SE and NM. When love life satisfaction was simultaneously regressed onto SE and NM, both maintained their significant relation with this measure of adjustment (Adj. R 2 = 0.15, bs = 0.85 and 0.57, SEs = 0.11 and 0.09, βs = 0.25 and 0.22, ts = 7.44 and 6.58, and ps < 0.001, respectively). In a similar manner, when attachment avoidance was regressed onto SE and NM, both maintained a significant relation with this attachment dimension (Adj. R 2 = 0.26, bs = −0.75 and −0.13, SEs = 0.05 and 0.04, βs = −0.46 and −0.11, ts = −14.82 and −3.44, and ps < 0.001 and = 0.001, respectively).
| Supplemental analyses
Evident from Table 4 , SE related positively with extraversion, agreeableness, consciousness, and openness to experience and negatively with negative emotion, whereas NM corresponded positively with extraversion and agreeableness. Consistent with Study 1b, correlations between these novel constructs and romantic domain functioning were considered next, simultaneously controlling for the predictive ability of traits. Results remained comparable under these conditions (rs ≥ |0.17|, ps ≤ 0.04).
| Discussion
The results of Study 2 build upon the cumulative contribution made by Studies 1a and 1b by broadening the LASS to allow for the assessment of SE and NM among individuals, irrespective of their relationship status. Contrary to the measure used in Study 1, the format of the measure used in Study 2 paralleled that of the ECR-R and others that target individual's functioning within romantic relationships in general, rather than within any single relationship. Aligning with the results of Study 1, it was noted that love life satisfaction corresponded positively with both SE and NM. Similar relations between Studies 1 and 2 were also noted between attachment avoidance and SE/NM. In these latter relations, SE appeared to share a stronger relation with attachment avoidance when compared to NM. Finally, SE/NM corresponded with a number of positive personality traits. Despite these relations, however, associations between SE/NM and romantic domain adjustment remained comparable after accounting for the predictive ability of participants' traits.
Integrating the findings of Studies 1 and 2, it appears that SE, or the degree to which individuals enjoy autobiographical storytelling with their romantic partners (both current and in general), and NM, or the degree to which they tend to think about their romantic relationships in narrative or story-like ways, provide an indication of their satisfaction with, and avoidant attachment within, the romantic domain. Of course, the biggest puzzle piece missing from this empirical initiative is actual narrative material. In theory, SE and NM should relate to both (a) the ways in which individuals evaluate their memories from the romantic domain and (b) the manner in which these memories themselves are narrated. I explored this possibility in Study 3.
| STUDY 3
Study 3 incorporated a consideration of participants' autobiographical narratives drawn from the romantic domain. In addition, the LASS items used in Study 1 were updated in the interest of arriving at a comparable number of items for SE and NM factors. Participants were asked to complete the updated LASS, provide a narrative description of a memory from their romantic relationships, and rate the features of this memory along four dimensions: vividness (the auditory and visual quality of the memory), emotional intensity (the degree to which the memory was experienced in a visceral manner), valence (the degree to which the memory was emotionally positive rather than negative), and rehearsal (the degree to which the individual reflected upon and thought about the memory in question; Alea & Vick, 2010) . The linguistic content of participants' autobiographical narratives was also quantified with respect to the degree to which they were (a) authentic (honest, personal, and disclosing; see Newman, Pennebaker, Berry, & Richards, 2003) and (b) emotionally positive and upbeat (see Cohn, Mehl, & Pennebaker, 2004) . Participants also completed a measure of relationship satisfaction, as well as measures of love life satisfaction, romantic attachment, and personality traits (in the interest of replicating relations noted in this earlier study).
Relations between SE and NM and adjustment were explored in a manner paralleling those of Studies 1 and 2. Relations between SE and NM, memory, and narrative variables were also examined. Said relations were further explored after controlling for participants' personality traits. Based on the results reported in Studies 1 and 2, I anticipated that both SE and NM would correspond positively with relationship satisfaction and love life satisfaction and negatively with avoidant attachment. I also anticipated that these relations would remain significant after accounting for the predictive ability of personality traits.
Both SE and NM are meant to capture individual differences in narrative-based cognitions within the romantic domain, with higher scores of SE and NM indicating a stronger orientation to said cognitions. As such, it was anticipated that SE and NM would relate positively to the self-reported vividness, emotional tone, and the valence of participants' memories. I also anticipated that, relative to those low in SE and NM, those high in SE and NM would report greater levels of memory rehearsal and that the memories themselves would contain a linguistic structure indicative of a heightened level of authenticity and positive emotional tone.
| Participants and procedure
A total of 151 individuals were recruited to participate in a study examining their experiences and functioning within the romantic domain. To be eligible for participation, individuals must have currently been in a committed romantic relationship. The average age of the resulting sample was 34.26 years (SD = 10.09), and the average length of their respective romantic relationships was 86.35 months (SD = 102.25; range = 4-668); 39% self-identified as female, and 77% self-identified as White/Caucasian. Participants were provided with a $2.00 honorarium in exchange for their participation.
After providing informed consent, participants were asked to rate the items from the LASS reported in Table 1 on the same 5-point scale used in Studies 1 and 2. In the current version of this measure, however, one item from the NM factor (i.e., "I like telling other people of how I met my romantic partner") was removed, whereas two items were added (i.e., "I often reflect on the story of how my partner and I met" and "I frequently think about how the story of my romantic relationship will develop in the future"). In addition to creating parity in the length of the two factors, these changes enhanced the communality in item content (as all items now explicitly pertained to cognitive processes; αs = 0.82).
After rating the SE and NM items, participants completed the seven-item Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988) , which includes items such as "In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship?" and "How much do you love your partner?," which are rated on a 5-point scale (α = 0.88), and were then prompted for typed descriptions of a "relationship-defining memory" from their current relationship (see Alea & Vick, 2010) . The prompt for this memory (which appears in Appendix A) is an adapted, or contextualized (see Dunlop, 2015) , version of the self-defining memory questionnaire introduced by Singer and Moffitt (1991-1992) .
In these narratives (average length = 128 words, SD = 122), participants referenced a number of different events, including first dates, cohabitations, and marriage proposals (for an overview of the events typically recognized in romantic relationship memories, see Dunlop, Hanley, McCoy, & Harake, 2019) . Following the provision of narrative descriptions of their memories, participants completed the Autobiographical Memory Questionnaire (Talarico, LaBar, & Rubin, 2004) . Drawing from the work of Alea and Vick (2010) , I used the 19 items contained in this measure (rated on a 7-point scale) to derive self-perceptions of the described memory along four dimensions: vividness ("While remembering the event, I can see it in my mind"; α = 0.86), emotional intensity ("While remembering the event, I feel sweaty or clammy"; α = 0.74), valence ("While remembering the event, the emotions are extremely positive"; α = 0.62), and rehearsal ("This memory has previously come to me 'out of the blue', without my trying to think about it"; α = 0.44). Finally, participants completed the LLS (α = 0.95), the ECR-R (anxiety: α = 0.97; avoidance: α = 0.95), and the BFI-2 (extraversion: α = 0.85; agreeableness: α = 0.88; conscientiousness: α = 0.89; negative emotion: α = 0.92; and openness to experience: α = 0.90).
| Quantifying linguistic content of narratives
Participants' narratives were quantified using the Linguistic Inquiry Word Count (LIWC; Pennebaker, Booth, Boyd, & Francis, 2015) . LIWC allows for the instant quantification of qualitative material along a number of linguistic dimensions (e.g., causal words, positive emotion words), as well as a small number of "summary variables." Here, I considered two of these more-encompassing summary variables: (a) authenticity, which captures the degree to which text is "honest, personal, and disclosing," (Pennebaker et al., 2015, p. 22) and (b) emotional tone, which captures the degree to which the emotional content of the applicable text is positive, rather than negative and hostile. Unlike the linguistic dimensions on which they are based, scores on these summary variables range between 0 and 100, with higher values indicating greater levels of said constructs.
| Results and discussion
Relations between SE, NM, personality traits, and romantic domain functioning are presented in Table 5 . Evident from this table, both SE and NM corresponded positively with love life satisfaction and relationship satisfaction and negatively with anxious and avoidant attachment styles. Also consistent with earlier studies, when love life satisfaction, relationship satisfaction, or avoidant attachment were each regressed onto SE and NM, both SE and NM maintained their significant relation with these measures of adjustment (Adj. R 2 s ≥ 0.26, bs ≥ 0.27, SEs ≤ 0.11, βs ≥ 0.26, ts ≥ 2.18, and ps ≤ 0.001). In contrast, when anxious attachment was regressed onto SE and NM, only SE exhibited a significant relation with this attachment dimension (Adj. R 2 = 0.04, bs = −0.58 and 0.17, SEs = 0.24 and 0.22, βs = −0.28 and 0.09, ts = −2.39 and 0.78, and ps = 0.02 and = 0.43, respectively).
| Supplemental analyses
As was the case in earlier studies, SE and NM corresponded with several positive personality traits, which themselves related to measures of romantic domain functioning (see Table 5 ). As a result, the ability of SE and NM to correspond with romantic domain functioning, simultaneously controlling for the predictive ability of traits, was considered next. In all relations considered, except the relation between SE and anxious attachment (which became marginally significant; r = −0.14, p = 0.08), relations between SE and NM and functioning remained statistically significant (rs ≥ |0.17|, ps ≤ 0.04). Descriptive statistics and interrelations among storytelling enjoyment, narrative mindset, traits, and adjustment variables (Study 3) *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
| Storytelling, storying, and self-defining memories
Relations between SE, NM, self-perceptions of memories, and the linguistic content of participants' narratives of these memories appear in Table 6 . Summarizing these relations, those who enjoyed storytelling in their romantic relationships and thought about their relationships in story-like ways tended to experience these memories as vivid and positive (evident from the positive correlations with self-reports of "vividness" and "valence") and reflect on these experiences more frequently (evident from the positive correlations with "rehearsal"). Those who tended to view their relationships in story-like ways also experienced the recall of important moments from their romantic relationships with greater intensity (evident from NM's positive association with 'intensity'). Finally, based on the linguistic content of the narratives themselves, it can be concluded that those high in SE and NM tended to disclose more emotionally positive narratives about these relationships when compared to those lower in SE and NM (evident from SE and NM's positive correlation with emotional tone). Table 7 presents the interrelations between personality traits, memory, and narrative variables. Evident from this table, in many cases, significant relations were noted between these categories of variables. As was the case with the examination of SE and NM and romantic domain functioning, I next explored the ability of SE and NM to correspond significantly with memory and narrative variables, simultaneously partialing out the relations these memory/narrative variables shared with participants' personality traits. When controlling for personality traits, results remained comparable insofar as both SE and NM maintained their significant associations with vividness, intensity, and emotional tone (rs ≥ 0.21, ps ≤ 0.01). Relations between SE and valence also remained significant under these conditions (r = 0.29, p < 0.001); however, the relation between NM and valence became marginally significant (r = 0.16, p = 0.06), and relations between SE/NM and rehearsal fell to the level of nonsignificance (rs ≤ 0.13, ps ≥ 0.12).
| Supplemental analyses

| GENERAL DISCUSSION
Over the last several decades, psychology has exhibited an increased interest in the study of stories and storytelling (e.g., Buehlman et al., 1992; McAdams, 1995; Sternberg, 1994) . This interest has manifested in most, if not all, corners of psychological science, including the study of close relationships (e.g., Dunlop et al., 2018; Dunlop, Hanley, & McCoy, 2017; Sternberg, 1994 Sternberg, , 1995 . Despite the ground that has been covered at this nexus, however, researchers have yet to examine the correlates and implications of the degree to which individuals enjoy storytelling behaviors in their romantic relationships as well as the degree to which they view their current romantic relationships and broader love lives in narrative terms.
In the current studies, measures of SE and NM in the context of one's current romantic relationship (Studies 1a, 1b, and 3) and across relationships (Study 2) were introduced and validated, internally and externally. Among other noteworthy implications, it was observed that both SE and NM corresponded positively with love life satisfaction. In addition, in Studies 1b, 2, and 3, significant negative relations were noted between SE/NM and attachment avoidance. These relations remained largely consistent after accounting for the predictive ability of participants' personality traits. This finding is noteworthy in light of the fact that several of these traits themselves corresponded with SE and NM, as well as indicators of romantic domain adjustment. Finally, in Study 3, both SE and NM related to participants' self-perceptions of important memories from their current romantic relationships, as well as the linguistic content of the narrative description of these memories.
| SE, NE, and adjustment
Across the studies, one of the most robust relations observed was the positive association between SE/NM and love life satisfaction. Speaking to the magnitude of this relation, SE and NM were found to account for somewhere between 15 and 40% of the variance of this important indicator of adjustment (average R 2 across studies = 0.28). Speaking to the unique relation both SE and NM shared with love life satisfaction, in all analyses performed, SE and NM each independently related to this construct. A similar finding was noted with respect to avoidant attachment. Here as well, SE and NM accounted for a sizable portion of variability in this indicator of adjustment (average R 2 across studies = 0.24). The ability of NM to relate to this construct when the relation between avoidant attachment shared with SE was considered, however, was somewhat inconsistent (i.e., in the applicable analyses, NM was not statistically significant in Study 1b but was significant in Studies 2 and 3). The relations noted between SE, NM, and avoidant attachment are particularly interesting in light of the affective, behavioral, and cognitive processes underlying this attachment dimension. Those with a highly avoidant attachment style are typically uncomfortable with intimacy in romantic relationships (Fraley & Shaver, 2000) . Based on this orientation, it is perhaps unsurprising that avoidant individuals did not evince an enjoyment of storytelling (and the corresponding self-disclosure) within their romantic relationships. Our results also suggest that these individuals may possess an inability or unwillingness to view their romantic relationships in narrative terms. Endorsing such a story-based framing may work to reify the significance of said relationship and, for that reason, be somewhat off-putting for highly avoidant individuals.
What has yet to be recognized about attachment styles is that they carry a host of implications for how individuals evaluate themselves, their romantic partners, the corresponding relationships, and their lives more broadly (Fraley, 2019) . For example, a sizable literature now exists outlining the ways in which attachment styles correspond with both explicit and implicit evaluations of the self and others (for review, see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2017) . It remains an open and exciting question regarding the degree to which these same implicit and explicit processes underlie SE and NM.
Serving as a contrast to the reliability of the aforementioned relations between SE/NM and avoidant attachment, anxious attachment demonstrated inconsistent relations with the novel narrative constructs considered in Studies 1-3. Indeed, only SE was found to relate (negatively) with anxious attachment, and this was so in some (e.g., Study 2), but not all (e.g., Study 1b), studies. The highly anxious individual desires an enhanced closeness, or merging, with his or her romantic partner. However, and ironically, given the negative self-views possessed by the anxious individuals, such a merging may lead to a reduction in their evaluations of said partners, as well as reduced levels of relationship satisfaction and greater ambivalence (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2017) . This ambivalence, in turn, offers a potential explanation for the inconsistent results reported in the pages of this manuscript.
In any manner, the relations identified between SE, NM, love life satisfaction, relationship satisfaction, and attachment avoidance suggest several possible avenues for future research. Perhaps most apparent is the need to explore the potential causal relations between SE and NM on one hand and functioning within the romantic domain on the other. As is the case with relations between most psychological constructs, it is likely that SE and NM and adjustment variables share bidirectional relations. For example, it could be equally true that (a) engaging in autobiographical self-disclosure of the type assessed here contributes to relationship satisfaction and (b) those who are more satisfied in their relationships may be more inclined to engage in reminiscing with their partner. One crucial difference between the SE/NM and adjustment variables considered here, however, is that life satisfaction and attachment avoidance have been found to exhibit remarkable stability through time and across contexts (e.g., Fraley, 2002; Fujita & Diener, 2005) . Indeed, attachment avoidance is typically framed as a longstanding personality characteristic Gray & Dunlop, 2017) , one that may be quite difficult to change. In contrast, the degree to which an individual thinks about his or her current relationship in narrative terms may be more amenable to potential modification (see, for example, Adler, 2012) . It follows that, in the context of a randomized control trial, the systematic manipulation of SE or NM may be comparably feasible. In addition, based on much theorizing in narrative psychology (e.g., Adler, 2012; Dunlop, 2015; Giddens, 1991) , such a modification may represent a viable route from which to influence participants' evaluation of their love lives, as well as the attachment characteristics they exhibit within it.
| Storytelling enjoyment, narrative mindset, and personality traits
Offering a cumulative summary across Studies 1-3, SE related positively with agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience, whereas NM corresponded with extraversion. Thus, it was typical for highly agreeable, conscientious, and open people to enjoy storytelling with their romantic relationships, whereas highly extraverted people tend to think about their romantic relationships in narrative terms. Interestingly, in the literature examining relations between personality traits and storytelling, a distinction is often drawn between the storying practices of extraverts compared to introverts (Thorne, 1987; Thorne, Korobov, & Morgan, 2007) . With regard to this literature, the current work suggests that, in addition to different behaviors, extraverts (when compared to introverts) may differ in the degree to which they view their lives, as well as the substantial relations therein, in narrative terms.
When discussing SE, NM, and personality traits, it is also worth noting that these traits did not substantially impact the relations identified between SE and NM and romantic domain adjustment. This is important for the following reason: It provides an indication that SE and NM are not redundant, or derivative, with the more commonly considered personality traits (see also, Adler et al., 2016) . In the future, it will be important to examine the relation between the constructs introduced here and other individual difference variables considered by personality psychologists. McAdams (2013), for example, proposed that personality may be best understood in terms of traits, personal goals, and integrative life narratives. In the future, researchers should examine SE and NM in relation to the personality characteristics indigenous to these other domains of inquiry. It would be illustrative, for example, to explore the goals those high in SE and NM typically pursue.
| SE, NM, and autobiographical memories
In Study 3, SE and NM were examined in relation to both (a) participants' self-perceptions of an important memory from their current romantic relationships and (b) the linguistic content of the narratives describing these memories. It was noted that both SE and NM related positively with vividness (the degree to which the memory in question is remembered in rich detail) and positivity (evident from the positive relations with self-reported ratings of valence and the emotional tone of narratives, as assessed by the LIWC; Pennebaker et al., 2015) of the applicable memories/narratives. Furthermore, both SE and NM related positively with the frequency with which these relationship-definitional memories had been rehearsed, and NM corresponded positively with the intensity with which participants relived these memories. These results suggest that the novel constructs introduced here hold some bearing on the types of relationship-specific memories that are salient, the degree to which these memories are thought about (or rehearsed), and the intensity with which such reflection is experienced.
The aforementioned findings offer an important pillar of support for the current undertaking. This article began by emphasizing the ubiquity and importance of storytelling and narrative processing. Based on this prevalence and significance, individual differences in SE and NM would be expected to correspond with the ways and frequency with which individuals recall important memories from their lives, as well as the sensations they experience when so doing. In addition to providing an indication of functioning within the romantic domain, it appears that SE and NM actually do relate to these important storying behaviors. All of the above being said, it was not the case that SE and NM corresponded to all linguistic features considered here (i.e., authenticity). This suggests that there are limits to, or "boundary conditions" of, SE and NM's relevance to the content of autobiographical narratives. Determining the nature of these boundary conditions represents an important objective for future research. Those seeking to do so should incorporate into their research a wide array of linguistic dimensions (see Pennebaker et al., 2015) , as well as the more conceptual themes popular among narrative identity researchers (e.g., redemptive imagery; Adler et al., 2016) .
| Limitations and conclusions
Despite the contributions made by the current empirical efforts, certain inherent limitations must be noted. To begin, although the samples used here were diverse with respect to age and gender, they were largely homogenous with respect to ethnicity. More culturally sensitive psychological research has made clear the fact that many aspects of the courtship and relationship process differ substantially among various ethnic and cultural groups (see Schmitt, 2005) . It follows that the relations noted here may be more applicable to certain ethnic and cultural groups, relative to others. In addition, subsequent research should incorporate developmental theory noting the (often gendered) socialization practices that occur throughout childhood and adolescence that serve as precursors to individuals' emergent narrative styles (e.g., Fivush & Zaman, 2014; McLean, 2015; Merrill, Gallo, & Fivush, 2015) . It is likely that these and other processes come to influence the degree to which individuals enjoy storytelling within their romantic relationships and beyond, as well as the degree to which they view their lives in narrative terms. Future research should also consider the sexual orientation and marital status of participants.
The current research has provided an initial indication that the degree to which individuals (a) enjoy storytelling in their romantic relationships and (b) think about these relationships (and their broader love lives) in narrative terms offer indication of their love life satisfaction and avoidant styles within romantic relationships. This adds a chapter to the storied area of research exploring the implications narrative disclosure and processing hold for romantic domain functioning. As Sternberg (1994) famously proclaimed, love is a story. To this I would only add that it is meaningful to consider the degree to which individuals themselves believe this, as well as the degree to which they enjoy sharing their stories with their romantic partners.
3. It may be a memory from your current romantic relationship that is positive or negative, or both, in how it makes you feel. The only important aspect is that it leads to strong feelings. 4. It is a memory from your current romantic relationship that you have thought about many times.
It should be familiar to you like a picture you have studied or a song (happy or sad) you have learned by heart.
To understand best what a self-defining relationship memory is, imagine you have just met someone you like very much and are going for a long walk together. This person is very committed to understanding you and your current romantic relationship. In the course of conversation, you describe several memories that you feel convey powerfully the nature of your romantic relationship. It is precisely these memories that constitute self-defining relationship memories.
Below, please describe, in as much detail as possible, a self-defining relationship memory from your current romantic relationship. Please describe where you were, whom you were with, what happened, and how you and others reacted.
